
2120 I .  Strect. N.W.. Suite 520 
Wnshiiigton. l1.C’.  20037 

Octoher 25.  1002 

hlarlciic H. Dortcli. Secretary 
I :edci.a 1 C’i i ii i ti1 u i i  icii t i on s (’om in iss ion 
14.5 T\+cltih Street. S.W. 
Washington. l1.C’. 2 0 5 3  

Re: Ea Partc in CC Docket Nos: 00-256. 96-45, 98-77, and 98-166 

O n  I l i u t - d a y .  Octoher 21. 2002 ,  David Bartlett and Michacl Rhoda of ALLTEL, Inc., Michacl 
Ski.iviiii 0 1 ‘  Madison River.  Inc.. Kohcrr Debroux o1‘TDS. Inc.. and I (collectively referred to as the 
“(‘oiiipany I<cprcseiitativcs” i i ict  with the tcillowing s ta f f  mcmhers o f t he  Wirelinc Competition 
Uurcau:  .lane .lackson. Jeff Dygcrt. Doug Slottcn, and Paul Mooii. 

The subject o tou r  discussion was the consideration of the Fwlhe i .  N d c c  o/ Proposed 
K ~ , / C , / J I U / ~ ~ J ~ , ~  in the aho\,e-rel‘ei.eiiccd procccdings. Specitically, the topics discussed included thc policy 
;iapecLs associated with the devclopment and consideration o tan  alternative regulatory structure 
conrcmplatcd by the Firr-//7cv. ~Voloiicc. In th is  regard the Ciiinpany Representatives discussed the 
lpossibility otuti l i / , ing the Commission’s Part 61.39 rulcs as a hasis o f a  proposal that would inaiiitain 
optionolity fcir all t i o t i  price-cap carriers while providing an otlicrwise unavailable alternative for mid- 
s i ie  incumhetit local exchangc carricrs. The outline o f the  entire discussion is  attached hereto. 

111 addition. the Company Reprcsentatiucs discussed the ‘.:ill or nothing” rulcs as set forth in 
$ 5  01.41 and 60.3(e)(9) of the Commission’s Rules and Regulations. The Company representatives 
explained liow tl ic “al l  01. tnotliitig” rulcs may discourage investment in telecommunications scrvices 
in rural America. and requcstcd that the Commission cxpeditiously repeal the ru lcs .  

Please direct any questions reyarding this to ii ic at (202)296-9055. 

Stcphen G. Kraskin 



I'c'c' Meeting oti M ids ix  lnceii l ive Regulation Options 
October 24. ?00? 

AI.1. I 111 . Madison I<ivcr ( ' ( i i i i n iun ica t i~~n~  and 7DS 'Telccom 

In t roduct ion 

MidsiLc C'omp;uiics Iiave n o  viable incentive option. 
Midsizc Companies have study ai-cas that could henctit from incentive regulation. 
Incentive regulatioii is i t i  the public intcrest. benefiting LECr and their customers. 
~ I t i e rc  i s  iiii opportunity to  build on existing incentive regulation to extend 
incentiw rcgulation to midsire ciirriers. 

Par t  61.39 Plan for Midsize Ca r r i r r s  

61.30 is a lag-based iiicentive plan tbr Subset Ill study areas with less than 50,000 
access lines: which uses historical costs and deniand to establish rates. 
61.30 regulation can be clectcd indcpendcntly for Traftic Sensitive and/or 
C'oiiinion Line ratcs. 

Midsizc Carrier Q t i m  -~ 
~~~~~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~ - 

Extend 0 1-30 to a l l  non-price cap rum1 cariricrs. 
.4void changes that would impact use of plan by sii iall companies 
Retain currcnt 61 ..39 optimality. 

'I't-atfic ~~ Scnsitivc Portioii (il 'thc ~~~ Plan ~~ 

~~ 

Rates set pcr c,un-cnL ~ L I I C S  

C 'nn in ion  Line Portion -~ 

Current i u l e s  do not work duc to MAG Common Line restructuring, because 
6 I .30 I-cquires residual i.evcnuc requirement to be recovered through C C L  rates. 
I'roposcd rule revision would ; i l In\~ rcsidu;il Coninion Line revenue requirement 
t n  he rcco\'crcd through 1CI.S. 
Per-line ICLS/I_'TS setllernent would he estahlishcd bascd on historical costs and 
dcmaiitl. 

Other Issties ~- ~ 

HCL I:SF and LSS could continue to be paid under existing rules. 

Companies would be f iee to elect Traftiic Sensitive. Common Line, or both, hy 
stlldy area. 
Resetting rates evci-y twn years provides protection io LECs and benefits to IXCs. 
Plaii i s  workable in  the NECA Pooling environment. 


